Abstract
Introduction
MGIs facilitate firms to receive loans from banks, although the literature states (Osservatorio sui Confidi, 2015) the economic balance of MGIs is assured almost all the cases thanks to public subsidies, which are provided to MGIs without a national regulatory framework concerning criteria to grant resources with the same rules on the whole country.
Starting from literature concerning the adoption proposal of these criteria (Unioncamere e Assoconfidi Luglio 2012), it has been considered whether the MGIs' dimension and the risk mitigation activities adopted by MGIs such as counterguarantee and second-level insurance may be critical drivers in order to deliver public subsidies to MGIs.
Therefore, in the light of the above, the objective of the present analysis lies in the investigation of the main drivers underlying the release of public subsidies, by also including MGIs that had not been considered so far because the total amount of guarantees they had released was below a meaningful threshold as reported in Osservatorio sui Confidi (various yearly editions), or because the literature concerning Italian MGIs was restricted upon a sectorial (Fedart Fidi, various yearly editions) or territorial basis (Unioncamere, 2012) . Specifically, in this study MGIs have been included without territorial or dimensional limitations, because according to Bartoli et al. (2013) Two equations have been estimated in order to verify the MGIs' key drivers related to their access to public subsidies and to the amount of financial support they received. In the first equation it has been estimated via an OLS model what characteristics of MGIs influence the amount of public subsidies received. The second equation has been estimated via a probit model to verify the characteristics of MGIs which may affect their chance of receiving a public subsidy. Their corresponding empirical model will be presented later in the text, whereas in the following paragraph the dataset used for the estimations will be described.
Dataset
To perform the estimations balance sheet data of MGIs have been used, which were digitalized by Cerved Group S.p.a. and provided by a bank. The dataset includes 258 balance sheets of MGIs, having December, 31st 2013 as reference date, which were actually operational in 2013.
The dataset has been obtained by filtering a larger number of observations. First of all, in the dataset balance sheets that occurred multiple times (due to updates) within the original database have been excluded (only the last updated version has been left in the dataset). In addition to this, MGIs which had undergone economic failure or were not operating anymore at December, 31st 2013 were excluded from the dataset. Finally, in order to represent data in a single dataset, data with different accounting standards were reconciled. Due to the finer-grained items features in the International Accounting Standards which highly differed from the coarser-grained items required by the Italian Civil Law standards, only the latter representation was used.
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ISSN 2239-8023 DOI 10.14612/MISSORI_1-2_2016 Confidi, 2015) since they confirm the concentration of guarantees in northern Italy (Osservatorio sui Confidi, 2015) . The territorial concentration of MGIs inserted in the dataset is higher in the north part of Italy than in the south, despite the fact that the literature concerning Italian guarantees' market shows the opposite. This contrast happens due to the wider availability of MGIs' data concerning northern Italy, but the dataset is suitable to the whole Italian context nevertheless, according to the decreasing trend of MGIs' guarantees highlighted in literature (Osservatorio sui Confidi, 2013): 23,9 billion euros (2010) vs 20,3 billion euros (2013).
As far as the territorial segmentation is concerned, in Table 3 some information concerning the public subsidies provided to MGIs is reported. Two figures are highlighted. The first shows that 5 Italian regions in the northern area and the Lazio region concentrate the 54,2% of MGIs that received a public subsidy, whereas the second shows the percentage of the guarantees' total amount granted to the above mentioned regions: 83,4%. The region which received the greatest amount of public subsidies is Trentino Alto Adige, while on the territory of Molise and Basilicata all of the 6 MGIs legally located in those regions did not receive any public subsidies.
By comparing the total amount of figures in Table 3 An additional data source used to build up the dataset was the MGI registry owned by a large Italian bank. This registry allowed to keep track of the age of the Italian MGIs as well as to discriminate whether they had performed a mutual merger in order to grow in size. Besides, the 2013 Italian GDP information at a regional level was obtained from the online database I.stat. The variable Fusione is a dummy variable which expresses whether a MGI in the dataset has carried out at least one merger during its existence or not. According to Baldinelli (2011) and Banca d'Italia (2014) , this variable is inserted in the dataset to evaluate if the dimensional growth of MGIs is significant to grant a public subsidy to them.
The variable Controgaranzia expresses whether a MGI in the dataset has activated a counter-guarantee to restrain the risk of expected losses related to the guarantees released. This variable is inserted in the model to check if the use of a counterguarantee is taken into account by public institutions for granting the public subsidies or for determining a variation in the amount of the subsidies themselves.
Concerning the twenty regional dummies, they assume value "1" if a MGI has the legal residence in that region; they consider local specificities as, for example, regional GDP, competition among MGIs, regional employment rate, infrastructures. The variables inserted in the empirical model are represented in summary statistics. Table 4 shows that the mean of guarantees released is higher than the median, highlighting that the volume of guarantees is concentrated on MGIs with the larger 57 ISSN 2239-8023 DOI 10.14612/MISSORI_1-2_2016 sizes. The variable Structure assumes value "1" for 24% of MGIs in the dataset, thus resulting that less than one quarter of MGIs are controlled directly by Bank of Italy as occurs for more evolved MGIs. By considering Risultato, it appears that these intermediaries operate on average at a loss, whereas the variable Anni underlines that the MGIs in the dataset are on average younger than those operating within the Italian context, where MGIs started their activity at the end of Fifties (Cacciamani, 2011) ; the mean is slightly lower than the median, highlighting a soft asymmetric distribution. Looking at Controgaranzia, it results that 55% of MGIs in the dataset protected themselves against the risks derived from issuing guarantees by underwriting counter-guarantees. The mean of Fusione shows that 36% of MGIs in the dataset carried out at least one merger during their existence. As for the two dependent variables, Contributo and Importo Contributo Ricevuto, 46% of MGIs in the dataset received a public subsidy during 2013 and the distribution of public subsidies provided to 118 MGIs is asymmetric. According to regional dummies, the regions with the larger number of MGIs are Lombardia, Sicilia and Veneto. Table B (Annex B) summarizes also by units the dichotomous variables highlighting the MGIs' size, public subsidies and risk management actions.
The empirical model
The model that has been designed is meant to investigate the drivers behind public subsidies provided to MGIs, both in terms of their influence on the variation of the amount of public contributions granted and in terms of the probability of MGIs to receive public subsidies.
The territorial distribution and the size class of MGIs in the dataset was earlier shown. Now, the purpose of this study is to verify, thanks to the variables described above, if and how these drivers can influence the distribution of public subsidies to as known from the theory, the linear probability model (LPM) is easier to use and to understand, but is not able to catch the nonlinear nature of the true regression function of population. The probit regression considers the non-linearity of probability, but the regression's coefficients are more difficult to be interpreted.
Finally, some multicollinearity tests have been executed.
Results
The results of the equations previously described are presented in the following tables of this paragraph.
The first equation shows which variations of the independent variables express a variation concerning the amount of the public subsidies provided to MGIs. The results of Table 5 confirm how Structure is directly correlated with the dependent variable in the columns (1, 2, 4, 5, 6); in particular, in the column (6), where both R2 and the regional controls are present with the highest values (with respect of the other columns) and the more thorough formulation of variables, it can be noticed that when the MGI's size increases from lesser to greater then the amount of public subsidy grows up to 71%. This shows that higher amounts of public subsidies are provided to MGIs if they turn into evolved MGIs.
Aside from that, the variable Stock Garanzie is also significant and directly correlat- On the basis of the estimated results and the elements mentioned above, it is possible to assert that the public subsidies provided to Italian MGIs were used by public entities in order to elicit MGIs to grow in size, so that they might increase their capi-62 ISSN 2239-8023 DOI 10.14612/MISSORI_1-2_2016 tal and the controls on their business thanks to the Bank of Italy's supervision dedicated only to evolved MGIs.
In Table 6 , the results of the estimations of the second equation are introduced. The purpose is to check if in the year 2013 the access to public subsidies by MGIs was influenced thanks to the variable Structure or other variables. The results in Table 9 demonstrate how the difference quotient of variable Contributo is 22% for the independent variable Structure (significant at 5 %), 13% for Fusione (significant at 10%), 13% for Controgaranzia (significant at 10 %) and 0% for Risultato (significant at 5 %). Consequently, the variable critically influencing the delivery of public subsidy is the acquisition of the status of evolved MGI. 68 ISSN 2239-8023 DOI 10.14612/MISSORI_1-2_2016 Similarly, Fusione and Controgaranzia contribute to increase the probability for a MGI to receive a subsidy, although with a lower marginal effect.
The variable Risultato instead results irrelevant to determine the access to public subsidies.
Such results imply that MGIs are stimulated to acquire the status of evolved MGIs.
In fact, in order to receive the required subsidies to operate MGIs shall either increase their share capital over the dimensional threshold, or their dimension thanks to mergers among them. In addition to this, the marginal effect of Controgaranzia has the following implication: MGIs insuring their risks are worthier of attention from the public entities delivering the subsidies. Thanks to the risk mitigation, the bank partner of a MGI insured is bound to shelve less capital; consequently, the bank has more financial resources to support its own activities. Furthermore, the above mentioned marginal effects confirm that public institutions adopted both guidelines proposed by Unioncamere & Assoconfidi (2012) and Baldinelli (2011) ; the first concerning criteria to grant public subsidies to MGIs, and the second proposing the incentive of mergers among MGIs because of the assignment of public subsidies to evolved MGIs.
The low marginal effect of Risultato, instead, was an expected result, because MGIs are not-for-profit entities. The implication of this result highlights that it seems not necessary for them to be for-profit entities in order to receive public subsidies from the State.
Conclusions
This study focused on the public contribution to MGIs, in order to measure the drivers influencing the delivery and the amount of public subsidies in favor of these intermediaries. Starting from the study of Vacca, Mistrulli (2011) In addition to the purpose to favor a territorial diversification as quoted in Baldinelli (2011), it also transpires the will to design financial intermediaries more capitalized on the territory.
Finally, the irrelevance of the MGIs' economic results on the delivery of public subsidies can be explained with the purpose of the cooperatives: the mutual support among their associates. It is reasonable to suppose that public entities do not evaluate the economic result of MGIs in order to deliver their subsidies; as a consequence, MGIs do not pursue profit. Furthermore, this statement is connected with the perspectives discussed above concerning MGIs of smaller sizes: if they cannot access subsidies by acquiring the status of evolved MGIs, they may be forced to operate by pursuing profits, resulting in an inconsistent behavior for such cooperatives. Therefore, MGIs with smaller sizes that are neither able to evolve nor to operate with profit will have to find other solutions to contain the risk or forced to leave the market. 
